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All Participants: Status of Application: Amended 



(1 ) James Mackey , (3) . 

(2) Robert Berdo . (4) . 

Date of Interview: 20 March 2006 Time: 11:00AM 

Type of Interview: 

S Telephonic 

□ Video Conference 

□ Personal (Copy given to: □ Applicant □ Applicant's representative) 

Exhibit Shown or Demonstrated: □ Yes ^ No 
If Yes, provide a brief description: 

Part 1. 

Rejection(s) discussed: 
none 

Clainns discussed: 
1J,S,21 



Prior art documents discussed: 
none 



Part II. 

SUBSTANCE OF INTERVIEW DESCRIBING THE GENERAL NATURE OF WHAT WAS DISCUSSED: 

Authorization was given to amend claim 1 in order to correct the recitation of "the the"; to amend claims 7 and 8 to depend from 
claim 5 instead of from canceled claim 6; and to amend claim 21 to depend from claim 19 instead of from itself. 

Part III. 

K It is not necessary for applicant to provide a separate record of the substance of the interview, since the interview 
directly resulted in the allowance of the application. The examiner will provide a written summary of the substance 
of the interview in the Notice of Allowability. 

□ It is not necessary for applicant to provide a separate record of the substance of the interview, since the interview 
did not result in resolution of all issues. A brief summary by the examiner appears in Part II above. 




(Examiner/SPE Signature 



(Applicant/Applicant's Representative Signature - if appropriate) 



U.S. Patent and Trademark Office 
PTOL-413B (04-03) 



Examiner Initiated Inter^ew Summary 



Paper No. 20060320 



Application: 10/682526 



GAU: 1722 



Date of Review: 07-06-06 



Concern: 102 103 ODP 112,1^^ 112,2"^ other 
Explanation: 

I could not find any other art. However, there appears to be a Reasons for Allowance set 
forth in the Office action of December 13, 2005 which now appears to cause confusion 
since the claims no longer recite "pivoted" which appears to be why the examiner 
indicated the claims as allowable- "... does not disclose both the first and second 
clamping units being pivoted as is currently claimed (however, note the rejections based 
on 35 use 1 12, first and second paragraphs, above)." It appears that a new Reasons for 
Allowance is needed. 



Result (circle one): Reopened Amended Allowed w/o changes 
Date of Result: 



